
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world by JSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.jstor.org/participate-jstor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



THE ORIGINAL WORDS OF JESUS IN JOHN 21:15-17. 



By Julius A. B e w e r, 
New York City. 



Jesus is made by many critics a small quarreler about words in this 
passage by emphasizing the difference of the two words for " love," 
■dyowrav and <j>iXeiv. Has he ever made a difference in love? Was not 
all love for him divine ? Would he on this solemn occasion insist that 
Peter should use the term ayairav and not <j>i\etv ? It is so wholly 
unlike Jesus. The text itself shows that no difference was intended. 
Vs. 17 says : " He says unto him to toltov .... 4>i\w pe." The third 
time ? No, it is not the third, but the first time that he asks tykw fie ; 
previously he had asked dyonra's fie. Again, what is called condescend- 
ing love on the part of Jesus must never be sought where a lowering of 
the ideal is plainly at stake. If Jesus meant to insist, not simply on 
the difference of the words, but also on the difference of the underly- 
ing principle of love, he would have indicated it somehow. If he 
meant to say that Peter ought to say ayairS> o-e and not simply <£tAu> o-e, 
that the love he expected from Peter was deeper, that he was not satisfied 
with the simple <£iAeiv, then he suffered a defeat because he had to make 
the compromise, be content with the love which Peter could give him, 
and expect no more. That a lowering of a moral principle is involved 
is usually overlooked. But it will be said : Peter would not have been 
honest if he had said dycm-io o-e. But why does Peter then say: " Yea, 
Lord ! " Why does he not answer : "JVo, Lord, ovk dya7r<S o-e dAAa av 
ofoas on <f>i\S> o-e" ? And not once, but twice! He evidently did not 
know that Jesus could quarrel about words. Strangely enough his 
kinsman, the writer of the Syrus Sinaiticus, did not understand it 
either. He uses all the way through in this passage one Syriac word, 
and curiously enough the word with which we should translate </>i\«v, 
and, still more curiously, he makes Jesus use it thrice and Peter only 
once; for Peter answers the first and second time simply: "Yea, 
Lord"? He loses thus the nice distinction; evidently justly. It 
cannot be denied that the distinction might be made in the Aramaic ; 
two synonyms corresponding to ayanav and <j>i\eiv are there. But the 
facts that we find no other trace of Jesus' being a quarreler about words, 
that Peter did not see the distinction, that Jesus would have failed to 
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make his question clear, that he used Peter's expression at the third 
time, and that such a fine Aramaic translator as Syrus Sinaiticus 
omitted to note the force of the point at issue, indicate that in the 
original words of Jesus there cannot have been this difference; he 
must have used one word, and Peter the same word. That does not 
mean that the original Greek text of John, chap. 21, had only one term 
for "love ;" on the contrary, the Greek tradition of the text is appar- 
ently unanimous for two terms. But no other meaning than a simple 
rhetorical device must be attributed to this. 

The emphasis has been shifted from the difference of the quality to 
the difference of the degree of love. The thrice repeated question 
expresses a profound searching. But it expresses also a progressive 
difference in the degree of love. In the present text? No. There 
the severest test question is put at once, and the searching grows then 
less severe. That this is not the true order is indicated by the text itself. 
Jesus asks, " Lovest thou me more than these?" and Peter answers in 
the affirmative, " Yea, Lord!" adding: "Thou knowest that I love 
thee." This is certainly strange. But. usually it is said that he modifies 
his affirmation by the next sentence. I fail to see how an affirmation 
followed by an appeal to Jesus' own knowledge of Peter's love can be 
a practical negation. " Yes, Lord, thou knowest my love for thee." 
Certainly a bold answer for a man who had denied his friend thrice 
only shortly before. Now it will be noticed that the Syrus Sinaiticus, 
together with abcefP and others (cf. Teschendorf), omits wXeov tovtwv 
and has simply, " . . . . lovest thou me ? " " Yea, Lord ! " Whether 
or not the <rv oiSas on <j>iXS> ere, which he and a e also omit, be original 
or not, matters little here. But that 7rAe'ov tovtwv cannot be original 
here seems plain. Nevertheless it appears to have been uttered on 
this occasion by Jesus, only not in this place. It belongs to the third 
question. In the first two answers Peter says, "Yea, Lord ! " strongly 
affirming the question. But in the third answer he does not reply 
" Yea," but humbly appeals to Jesus' knowledge of his love. Why 
this, if he could so well answer, " Yea, Lord!" to the question: 
" Lovest thou me more than these ? "? Does the fact that Jesus repeats 
the question for the third time remind him of his threefold denial ? 
Yes, that is the reason given by the evangelist. But why was he not 
reminded by the words " more than these," which must have recalled 
his bold assertion ? It seems to me that both combined to make him 
more careful with his answer. At first asked, " Lovest thou me ? " 
he can sincerely reply: " Yea, Lord ! " But at the third time asked, 
" Lovest thou me more than these?" he cannot answer in the affirmative. 
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It should be said that there is no external evidence for this reading. 
But the " more than these " is out of place in the first question, where 
it must be omitted. The only way to save it is to put it into the third 
question, where it fits excellently. 

Now, what was the second question of Jesus ? The Syrus Sinaiticus 
has here : " Lovest thou me much ? " If we accept this reading, we 
should have : (i) " Lovest thou me ? " (2) " Lovest thou me much? " 
(3) "Lovest thou me more than these?" \ which gives a fine progress 
in thought and a severe test every time a new question is put. It 
seems so much more natural that Jesus should have asked in this man- 
ner. Either in this manner, or simply thrice repeating, " Lovest thou 
me ? " without the " much " and the " more than these," and with no 
variation in the meaning of the term " love ;" letting the question grow 
keener by the mere repetition. Either reading is good; both preserve 
the noble simplicity of our Master. To me the first seems more tender. 
So a mother asks her child ; so, I think, the Master asks his disciple. 

Should, however, the second reading be preferred, then the <ri> 
otSas oTi <t>i\G> ere should be omitted in the first answer, with Syrus Sinai- 
ticus, a, e, because it has no good reason there. To the straight ques- 
tion he gives a straight answer. But when the same question is 
repeated, Peter becomes uneasy and does not know what Jesus intends, 
and adds therefore: "Thou knowest that I love thee." In the second 
question it should not be omitted, with Syr. Sin. and a. It is easy to 
see that it was added to the first answer, when the irXtov tovtwv was put 
into the first question ; because it seemed impossible that Peter could 
say an unqualified yes to it. 1 

In the first reading we may either retain or omit the <rv otBa's oi-t 
(j>iXS> cre in the first and in the second answer. But it seems perhaps 
best to omit it. 2 

We have then, on the one hand, the almost relentless searching of 
Jesus with the threefold repetition of the same question, and the frank 
answer of Peter first, then his bewilderment, and lastly the sad remem- 
bering of his denial ; and, on the other hand, the tender questioning 
of Jesus, searching like a mother with anxious love ever deeper, 
Peter's open avowal of his love, and his humble appeal. 

1 " Lovest thou me ? " " Yea, Lord! " " Lovest thou me ? " " Yea, Lord ! Thou 
knowest that I love thee." " Lovest thou me ? " " Lord, thou knowest all things, thou 
knowest that I love thee." 

2 " Lovest thou me ? " " Yea, Lord ! " "Lovest thou me much?" "Yea, Lord! 
[Thou knowest that I love thee.] " "Lovest thou me more than these?" "Lord, 
thou knowest all things, thou knowest that I love thee." 



